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EDITORIAL
ANOTHER QUIBBLE.

THREE weeks ago we issued, in a condensed
form,and as a supplement to our New Year's

number, a few of the chief charges ad-
vanced against the London Hospital. We have
received a very large number of letters of approval
and confirmation of our statements. But we have
only had one epistle which in the slightest degree
attempts to traverse a single fact which we trans-
lated from the Blue Book into our columns. In
common honesty we publish this letter, as we
would willingly have published any other essay
at defence from the London Hospital. The fact
that only one solitary statement has been even
called in question will be, to most unbiassed minds,
clear presumptive proof that the Hospital authori-
ties have found themselves entirely unable to
contradict any of the grave charges against them,
How under these circumstances they can permit

such scandals to continue is to us an unfathom-
able mystery.

But now let us briefly consider Mrs. Apams’s
communication. This lady, we learn-upon good
authority, is the widow of a late Surgeon to the
London Hospital, and therefore until recently,
and for many years past, she was most closely
connected with the Institution; although she
states that now she has ® no interest in’’ it. In
the next place, we have very good grounds for
stating that Mrs. ApamMs had our Supplement
sent to her, and her attention especially called
to the paragraph relating to Miss Powell. It
needs no particular acumen to divine at whose
instigation this proceeding was taken, nor what
request was made. We have very good reasons
for asking Mrs. Apams whether she will deny that
she was told that she was the lady referred to, and
that it was hoped that she would write to us con-
tradicting the statement as to Miss PoweLL's
illness. And was Mrs. ApaMs also told that there
has been more than one Nurse of the name of
PowegLL at the London Hospital ?

Upon receiving Mrs. Apams’ letter, we imme-
diately took the only course open to us, and sent
a copy of it to the Rev. Mr. VALENTINE, the late
Chaplain to the London Hospital, whose evidence,
given on oath before the Lords’ Select Committee
on July 3, 1890, was as follows : “I have known
a Nurse sent away to strangers as convalescent
with a temperature of 103 deg., to be seriously ill,
and bring discredit on you,"” 7., the Committee
of the London Hospital (Q. 5,668). Lord
SPENCER asked Mr. VALENTINE for the name of
this Nurse, and the reply was, * The name is
Powell” (Q. 5,669). “When did the case occur 7—
That I am afraid I cannot tell you exactly. I
have made no note of it” (Q. 5,670), was the
only other question and answer on the subject.
But we are informed upon the best authority that
Miss PoweLL gave the facts to Mr. VALENTINE
as he stated them, and that it was not Mrs.
ApaMs to whom she was sent when in the state
of “convalescence” above described. Further-
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